






























From: bubba32@cox.net

Sent: Tuesday, November 01,2011 12:29 PM

To: aram@rpv.com

Cc: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Don Davis and Misinformation submitted to the City of RPV

Ara. et al

As mentioned to you in my preceding e-mail that commented on Don Davis's
questionable letter and misleading information regarding Staffs Parking
Recommendations slated for review by the City Council this evening, I am
submitting as follow-up documentation my referenced example of Attorney
Davis's misstatements of August 27,2007 to the City of RPV. Those
misstatements relate to the proposed alternative use of the College's San
Pedro PV North site for additional residential and classroom facilities. Such
alternative uses have now been proven correct by the Colleges revelations of
their 50 & 20 year plans for this site to the City of Los Angeles.

According to the College, "The Palos Verdes Drive North San Pedro Master
Plan centers on developing a small college campus where students will live,
attend classes and study" said Dr. Brophy. "First steps will be include the
construction of an aesthetically pleasing parking lot (129 spaces) to curtail
street parking on Palos Verdes Drive North, as well as a maintenance facility,
and upgrading the existing townhomes to accommodate the growing need for
student housing."

Don Davis, in his letter of August 27,2007 had stated that all this was not
feasible, making at least seven (7) specific points in denial: He disputed

1.) "The College was never consulted regarding this alternative" (Use of the
PV North property for additional residential accommodations, etc.) In point of
fact, "The College has been fully aware of the Alternative of a "Living
Campus/Academic Campus" since the initial scoping sessions of the original
EIR (2002)".

2.) Davis's first (#1) point that "The site is outside the lead agency's
jurisdiction" and

3.) (#2) that "This site's land-use designation is inconsistent with the project"
have proven to be irrelevant, false and misleading per CEQA and given
present day events.

4.) His next controverted point (#4) was that "The site is not economically
viable;" which has proven to be just the opposite based on Marymounts' 20
year plan. In fact, this is the site of choice over the next few years whereas
the approved entitlements at the RPV campus have proven to be
econometrically daunting by comparison.
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5.) Davis's Point #5 that "The site is incompatible With Surrounding Land Uses" is laughable
in that Rolling Hills Preparatory School (RHP) - a compatible-use neighbor) was actually up
and running with a completely new campus under exactly the same deed conveyance
conditions as Marymount College was given - all within three years of their property transfer.

6.) Davis's next brilliant point (#6) was that "The site Presents Seismic Constraints"
seemingly contradicted and is not any problem at all given Marymount's planned uses as
detailed in their 20 year Plan submitted recently to the City of Los Angeles.

7.) Davis's final complaint submitted (his point #7) was that "There are Significant
Environmental Effects in Developing the Off-Site Location". The facts are that the College's
own Environmental report describes no such Significant Environmental effects, and in fact
states just the opposite with respect to Marymount's planned developments at that site. That
Reports states "No impacts directly associated with implementation of the proposed
action..were deemed to be significant."

Accordingly, and based on direct evidence of previous statements submitted to the City of
RPV by Attorney Davis, I find that his presentations, claims and arguments are significantly
misleading, false, improper and therefore should be received and dealt with as such. I
believe that contained in Attorney Davis's latest submittal to the City of RPV (October 31,
2011) there are similar omissions, misstatements and allegations that are without merit and
that have been purposely or otherwise been included to deceive and misrepresent the
circumstances being considered by the City Council.

Jim Gordon
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From: bUbba32@cox.net

Sent: Tuesday, November 01,2011 1:09 PM

To: aram@rpv.com

Cc: cc@rpv.com

Subject: Parking Conditions of Approval, parts One and Two

Ara, et al

In his October 31, 2011 letter to the City, Attorney Davis apparently is
disputing Staffs Interpretation of part two of Condition #158 that "Prior to the
completion of Phase I. .. ) . This rejection is based on the presumption that the
City is somehow seeking a modification of the terms of the COA.

Without further addressing that convoluted logic, there can be no such claim
made regarding the basic COA #158 requirement - stated as an absolute ­
that "The applicant shall construct and maintain no fewer than 463 on-site
parking spaces..."

This portion of COA #158 was modified on August 2, 2011 by a decision of
the City Council to "interpret" that portion of Condition #158 as being related
to the beginning of construction, rather than apply immediately. I believe that
decision should be re-visited in the event the College continues to seek
another 10 months of parking deferral.

The College has now admitted and conceded that they need to increase
parking capacity on a temporary basis at worse, that they are willing to
implement in August 2012. Why wait?

Please consider that the City Council - if necessary - has the ability to re-visit
their August 2, 2011 "interpretation" and fully require what the College
promised to do without any further time delay or qualification whatsoever.

Jim
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From: Mark R Wells [mtwells@pacbell.net]

Sent: Tuesday, November 01,2011 10:15 AM

To: RPV City Council

Cc: Susan Brooks; Jerry Duhovic; Eric Alegria; Ken Dyda; Dave emenhiser; Jim Knight; Dora de la Rosa

Subject: Re: Regular New Business (Agenda Item 3) Marymount College - Parking Management Strategies I 30800 Palos
Verdes Drive East (Mihranian)

Council members and future council members;

Tonight, our City Council members may affirm Staffs current approach of utilizing Condition No. 158.

I strongly urge council members to do more than simply affirm Staffs report concerning whether
Marymount College officials are implementing the language within 'Condition No. 158.

I believe that there must be more than just 'good faith' measures from Marymount College officials if
reports from these individual are true and they want a much longer period of time to implement The
Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project's phasing and any increase in the student population
limits at Marymount's Rancho Palos Verdes Campus.

As part of any vote by the council tonight, regarding this item, some new language could be created in
any motion stating something similar to; As a demonstration by representatives of Marymount College
that they understand the need to follow all current conditions, especially successfully implementing
Condition No. 158, any council vote to allow any request to extend the overall period of time
to complete all phases of The Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project and any
vote to allow an increase in student population at Marymount's main campus be
contingent of the completion of the redevelopment of the main campus' parking lot by
September 30, 2012.

My thought on this addition to any motion made tonight is based on currently informal requests made by
some Marymount officials at a time when Staff has been attempting to deal with conditions where it has
be obvious some of those same Marymount officials have seemed to not take current conditions,
seriously enough.

Even though reports have stated that Marymount College officials allowed for the expenditures of over 7
million dollars on recent projects in San Pedro, little has been demonstrated in ways to deal adequately
with Condition No. 158, in Rancho Palos Verdes.

Marymount officials seem to be requesting what many feel are 'majo~ changes in the time line of The
Marymount College Facilities Expansion Project, but it appears they are 'dragging their feet' on following
current gUidelines.

It seems to set a bad example when an institution is seemingly not following current guidelines when they
are asking for more work by our Staff and more discussions, votes and agreements, and greater work by
our council members.

I feel it is time for Marymount officials to demonstrate more good faith gestures when they may soon be
requesting more from our city, its Staff and its residents.

Regards.

Mark Wells
Rancho Palos Verdes
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